Contemporary U.S. federalism particularly since the late1960s has evolved over the course of pluralism alternating exercisable governmental powers between the federal and state governments. The complexity of the power relationship has been observed in a variety of policies during the past quarter-century as has the discussion of whether or not contemporary U.S. federalism has developed in a way that increase effective public policy performance. Focusing mainly on the period of the past 50 years of U.S. federalism history, this article suggests that federalism dynamics have not exercised either constant liberal or conservative influence on public policy performance. Instead, this article suggests that the clear functional responsibility between the federal government and state and local governments have characterized contemporary U.S. federalism-more federal responsibility for redistribution and more state and local responsibility for development, which in turn increased public policy performance. This feature has been quite substantial since 1970s. As a result, this article suggests that despite the increased complexity of the U.S. federal system, it has evolved in such an appropriate way that would increase the efficiency of federal system by dividing a clear intergovernmental responsibility on major policy platforms.
Introduction
During the 20 th century, there have been constant variations in U.S. federalism. The period of cooperative federalism was subject to overlapping responsibilities between the federal and subnational governments, whereas the period of centralized federalism (1964) (1965) (1966) (1967) (1968) (1969) (1970) (1971) (1972) (1973) (1974) (1975) (1976) (1977) (1978) (1979) (1980) showed a clear expansion of the federal government. The era of new federalism was an attempt to transfer the power of the federal government to state and local governments, and the period of representational federalism (2001-present) does not contain any constitutional division of powers between federal and state governments.
Contemporary U.S. federalism, particularly since the late 1960s, has evolved through pluralism, alternating exercisable governmental powers between the federal and state governments. The earlier phase of U.S. federalism has drawn a relatively clear form of cooperative federalism, which aims essentially to expand the supremacy of the federal government. Similarly, the period of contemporary U.S. federalism since the late 1960s has been characterized by the increasing coercive power of the federal government over state and local governments, but it has exhibited a more complex mixture of dual and cooperative elements than had been shown during earlier periods in the history of federalism (Kincaid 2008: 10-11; Zimmerman 2008: 2) .
Although founding fathers were passionate enough to suggest an idealistic form of U.S. federalism based on stronger central power, the power relationship between the federal and state governments has become more complicated due to subsequent constitutional provisions based on the Supreme Court justices' view federalism. Looking at the important decisions of the Supreme Court between 1900 and 1980, the Supreme Court has been supportive of more federal power over states' sovereignty. Through the early 1900s, the The complexity of the power relationship has been observed in a variety of policies during the past quarter-century as has the discussion of whether or not contemporary U.S.
federalism has developed in a way that increase effective public policy performance. 2007: 9; Walker 2000: 15) . This unclear boundary of roles between the federal and state governments has caused slower policy-making processes and obscured the boundary of policy responsibility. This essentially increases political and administrative costs, and thereby producing untidiness, fragmentation, and inefficiencies in public policy performance (Nathan 2008: 13-25) . In conservative periods, there has been a strong belief that states take substantial regulatory powers over the nation. Thus, states have exerted more independent political power and economic interest, which is not entirely curbed by federal power and the Constitution (Grodzins 2007: 57-58) . However, in liberal periods, the federal government has taken many additional responsibilities because they believe that people can be bettered by the exercise of national governmental power. Leaving this inherent and atypical complexity in the U.S. federal system, one substantial question arises:
how effectively has the U.S. federal system evolved to increase public policy performance?
Based on the founding fathers' idea on U.S. federalism, the ideal shape of federalism might be result from coordinating the actions of subnational actors in policy subsystems.
This in turn would increase effective public policy outcomes. Although the U.S. federal system could be successful when it has established a democratic institution by manifesting the separation of powers between the federal and subnational governments, it is challenging taking into consideration structural complexities that result from the division of powers and responsibilities among many different units of government. In terms of power relationships, U.S. federalism remains mostly a nation-centered one, but there has been a far more fluid division of power due to the institutional constraints, growing state operational responsibilities, and sometimes, critical social or economic changes since the Second World War. However, narrowing down our focus on U.S. federalism to public policy performance, the contemporary history of U.S. federalism clearly provides some important lesson about how effectively public policies have been managed in a federal system, regardless of the changing trends of U.S. federalism, whether in traditional liberal or conservative political cleavage.
Focusing mainly on the period of the past 50 years of U.S. federalism history, this article suggests that federalism dynamics have not exercised either constant liberal or conservative influence on public policy performance. Instead, the clear functional responsibility between the federal government and state and local governments have characterized contemporary U.S. federalism-more federal responsibility for redistribution and more state and local responsibility for development, which in turn increased public policy performance. This feature has been quite substantial since 1970s. As a result, this article suggests that despite the increased complexity of the U.S. federal system, it has evolved in such an appropriate way that would increase the efficiency of federal system by dividing a clear intergovernmental responsibility on major policy platforms.
The Definition of the U.S. Federalism
Under a unitary system of government, a central government possesses ultimate sovereign power over all other entities within the state. While the small city-states such as governing system, the vast majority of countries such as China, France, Italy, Japan, Korea, Sweden, and the United Kingdom have multi-tiered governments based on a unitary government system (Rodden 2004: 497; Shah 2007: 4) . On the contrary, the federal system entails a distinctive territorial division of powers (national and subnational governments), the juristic device of giving legal protection to the authority of subnational governments of a polity, and certain attitudes embedded in the constitutional and political cultures (Beer 1973: 50-51 political cleavage, which means that liberals enhance the power of the national government because they believe that people can be bettered by the exercise of national governmental power. The Constitution also defines the superior power of the federal government, and there have been some decisive moments behind the incremental growth of the federal power since World War II. For instance, the regulatory power of the federal government during the decade following World War II was much greater than the previous era because 'the agencies that had been expanded during the war to cope with unique war-related problems, were able to hold on to part of their new resources and authority by relying on pressure from special interests and inertia in the political process' (Rockoff 1999: 261). E -308 taxation authority protected by the Constitution (Pagano 1988: 37-38) . While it can be seen that the sharp increase in the number of preemption statutes has substantially limited the discretionary authority of states over tax policies, it is noteworthy that the federal government has gradually increased spending on redistributive areas as well as increased its taxing authority. Indeed, '[a] series of tax acts starting with the 1986 Tax Reform Act-and running parallel to the erosion of the traditional welfare system-has increased assistance to the working poor through expansions of the Earned Income Tax Credit' (Eissa and Hoynes 2011: 689).
However, the evidence of centralizing tendencies of U.S. federalism does not necessarily mean that the federalism dynamic has exercised a constant liberal trend to increase federal power over states. This is because policy implementation and output in the policy process are not constant to one dominant power either by the federal or state governments. That is, as many scholars have observed in the pattern of policy changes in institutions, the power between the federal and state governments to influence policy outputs has changed over time (e.g., Baumgartner and Jones 1993: 25-38 ; Kingdon 1984: 1-17; Lindblom 1959: 79-80; Sabatier and Weible, 2007: 189-190) . I suggest three phenomena of the federalism dynamics in public policies: first, the linkage between the federal and state governments is an interdependent relationship; second, the balance of power between two different units of government is unstable; and third, states and local governments have pushed for more discretionary power in policy making.
First of all, many public policy outputs show evidence that the federal and state governments interact with each other to make better policy. The interdependent relationship began with cooperative federalism that implies the existence of two planes of government. In this perspective, the federal government offers scores of assistance programs to states and localities in exchange for their agreement to implement a program.
Department of Housing and Urban Development in the early 1970s and the mid-1980s is an example of successful bargaining between federal and local governments. The Great Depression of the 1930s forced the federal government to recover the national economy especially by taking more responsibility for poverty and unemployment, and states were also supportive of and cooperative with the federal policy to do it but by increasing their investment on economic development programs. Most recently, the state governments have been increasingly cooperative to the immigration and homeland security policy, and this was particularly true in 2005, with the passage of the REAL ID Act requiring state driver's licenses to be brought into compliance with national standards (Dinan 2006: 334) .
These cases indicate that there has been no dominant power of either federal or state governments to drive public policy performance, but the power has been balanced between the federal and state governments to increase the efficiency of federalism.
Second, public policy output is not fixed by either federal or state governments. That is, a policy output is temporal according to the changing perspective between the federal and state governments. A good example is education policy. Traditionally, authority over public education is given to the discrepancy of states or local governments. The
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was narrowly targeted on inputs and contained few federal mandates. However, the federal government has increased control over education, because the quality of public schools has been low. Responding to the federal government's increasing responsibility to ensure quality public education, President 
Lessons from Modern U.S. Federalism
Overall, the federalism dynamic did not exert a steady and inexorable liberal influence during the past several decades. The reality of U.S. federalism is that all levels of government have independent power over public policy performance. Although the federal 
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The fact that neither centralizing nor decentralizing tendencies on public policy performance has been constant suggests that the interaction between federal and state governments has not been so well coordinated. However, this does not necessarily mean that the U.S. federalism has evolved in the considerable structural complexity and thus has produced ineffective public policy performance. As seen in the cases of major policies, policy making and output have consistently changed along with the power shifts between national and subnational government, but the policy responsibility has been clearly divided E -313 businesses. Rather, federal money was spent on increasing economic growth indirectly by helping temporarily economically underrepresented populations to re-enter the labor market. Instead, state governments have been more willing to take initiatives in stimulating economic development because their decisions were driven by market forces and political pressures (Brace and Mucciaroni 1990: 152-154; Eisinger 1989: 9) .
Based on an objective perspective, many scholars assert that 'policy problems occur because intergovernmental hierarchy, in terms of communication or organization, breaks down, because member of the Congress play politics with intergovernmental programs, or because local governments are not committed to federal policies' (Ellison 1998: 36) . As such, the solution to coordinate different levels of government can be achieved by exercising effective governance and by structuring a pivotal institution. Good governance can enhance the balance and coordination among levels of government. 'Governance generally refers to the means for achieving direction, control, and coordination of wholly or partially autonomous individuals or organizations on behalf of interests to which they jointly contribute ' (Lynn et al. 2000: 235) . Good governance requires agreement about common goals, clear communication, and a division of labor to make use of scarce resources (Roberts 2008: 3-14) . However, it is difficult to define how to achieve it. One argument is whether centralization or decentralization can enhance coordination and accountability among levels of government. Although none of scholars confirm which type of government structure is better, there is the inclination to believe that a clear functional and operational dispersion helps to coordinate different units of government in policy subsystems (Peterson 1995a: 50) . This leads to policy responsibility of all units of government and to more effective public policy performance.
Throughout the history of American federalism, we can observe that the policy examples of changing power between the federal and state government can be explained by three larger policy roles of governments, national security/safety, redistributive and developmental policies. While there have been few challenges that states take more authority on defense and security policies over the federal government throughout the U.S. history, the contemporary history of U.S. federalism has shown that two different units of governments have exercised cooperative and divided responsibilities largely in two different forms of public policies: redistributive and economic development policies. E -314 governments have been cooperative based on policy implications. According to functional theory, each level of government establishes the function that it can run more effective and efficient. Traditionally, the federal government has focused more on redistributive policy reallocating economic resources from the rich to the poor-the elderly, the disabled, the unemployed, the sick, the poor, etc.-while state governments have been more interested in pursuing economic growth policy including developmental programs-physical infrastructure such as roads, mass transit systems, public parks, etc.-and social infrastructure such as personal property protection, education, etc (Peterson 1995b: 8) . In this sense, there is no dominance of either the federal or state governments in driving policy making process. In other words, although the past several decades have shown that the federal government has increased its coercive power over states, its increase was just the growth of federal power to take more responsibility on social welfare programs in that states have been reluctant to participate.
As a result, the U.S. federalism can be viewed as a substantial contribution to the growth of both the federal and state governments by exercising comparative advantages that each level of government can best perform. In particular, the practice of democratic values and improvement in the efficiency of U.S. federalism has increased the extent of the role of all units of governments on public policy. This is basically a byproduct of advantages inherent to U.S. federalism. The federal system clearly has the advantages of enabling state and local governments to develop and to implement programs that they want to develop more. 'Uniformity of policy and administration can be achieved in national affairs to the extent needed while states retain control over their respective internal affairs' (Zimmerman 2008: 5) . The U.S. federal system as democratic institution of pluralism has increased cycles of activism alternating between federal and state governments, depending on the goal of achieving effective governance and maximizing democratic values (Nathan 2008: 13-25) . The overall effect of these variations over time has increased the roles and responsibilities of both the federal and state governments in major public policies as a whole. Looking at the past 50 years, indeed, the U.S. federalism draws a clear line between what is general and aggregate and what is local and particular. As probably Peterson (1995: 191-195) wanted to see, the U.S. federal system at least for the past 50 years has been evolving in a way that respects the comparative advantages of each level of government. 
Conclusion
Looking back to the past 50 years, the U.S. However, such a conventional debate whether the U.S. federalism dynamic is getting more liberal or conservative does not provide any useful information to evaluate the efficiency of U.S. federalism on public policy performance. From Montesquieu to Madison to Riker, there have been issues of whether U.S. federalism should be centralized or decentralized, and whether it should be more cooperative or competitive. Popular attitudes on domestic policy issues still vary according to a local-by-local and a state-by-state basis.
The U.S. federal system shows, however, that a mix between more federally-and statedriven policy initiatives has produced both directly and indirectly beneficial policies to increase policy outcomes. As the functional theory of U.S. federalism suggests, American states have proven to be more resourceful than the federal government on economic development ventures. However, such growing globalization issues as national security, environmental protection, and the growing volume of trade expand the role of the federal government, which would benefit regional governments. Paradoxically, the decentralizing features of contemporary U.S. federalism caused by the financial crisis necessitates that the federal government leans more toward a state-centered creed by delegating to the states, a substantial amount of power to manage economic development policies, while the federal government takes more responsibility for taking care of the poor by increasing its spending on social welfare areas. As a corollary, the complexity of issues makes it much simpler to expect that in the future U.S. federalism will be evolving to increase its efficiency by separating the functional responsibilities on such policies that each unit of government can best perform. whether federalism is still a core value in American political culture, no one may disagree that the American federalism should be rooted in a healthy and balanced intergovernmental association by increasing the cooperative production of public policy.
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